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DISCLAIMER: In accordance with the Community Safety and Policing Act and the Freedom of Information 
and Protection of Privacy Act, the summary below has been de-identified to remove the personal information 
of individuals, including public complainants and persons who were the subject of the investigation. 

DE-IDENTIFIED SUMMARY UNDER SECTION 167(2) OF THE CSPA 
Original Police Service: Date of Complaint: 

Type of Investigation:  

Referred to Same Service: ☐ Referred to Other Service: ☐ Retained by LECA: ☐ 

Service Investigations Referred to: 

De-identified Summary of Complaint 
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Decision and Reasons 
   

Unsubstantiated Code of Conduct Allegations 
   


	Police Service: []
	Type of Investigation: Referred to Same Service
	Date of Complaint: 05/01/2024
	Police Service Referred To: []
	Summary of Complaint: On April 1, 2024, the CO called police in relation to a domestic dispute with his ex-wife(E240400932). The following day, his ex wife attended the local OPP detachment to report a criminal harassment and advised she no longer wanted any communication with the CO. The ex wife provided a sworn statement to RO #1. RO #1 and RO #2 then attended the CO's residence and warned him for criminal harassment and requested he no longer contact his ex wife. The CO advised that officers lied to him when they said they contacted the military police. 
	Code of Conduct Allegations: Public-Undermine Public Trust - Sec 10 CSPA Reg. 407/26

Public-Uncivil - Sec 12 CSPA Reg. 407/28
	Decision and Reasons: Although RO #1 was investigating a criminal harassment, it still falls under the Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) policy in place by the OPP. RO #1 followed policy, took a sworn statement with the victim, completed the Domestic Violence Risk Management Report and then attended and warned the CO to stop communicating with her. After reviewing the BWC, RO #1 and RO #2 could have done a better job explaining criminal harassment, the elements of the offence and suggested re-attending family court to re-establish a methodology for communication for the mutual children. That said, this does not constitute misconduct. The CO was standoffish and abrupt during his conversation with the police and the entire interaction lasted approximately 2 minutes. 

The CO stated in his complaint that the officers had no reason to attend his residence and they “bullied him”. The officers were acting in good faith in the execution of their duties and RO #1 had just taken a sworn statement from the victim. The victim requested no further contact from the CO. RO #1 was obligated to attend and speak with the CO and warn him to no longer contact her.  

The CO told the PS investigator he reported receiving unwanted text communication from his ex wife's boyfriend three days after he was warned not to communicate with her and that “nothing was done”. The CO explained he reported this to the same officers that attended his residence. The CO reported this 24 days later (E240514727) to RO #2 and his ex was in fact warned. 

Based on the totality of the information reviewed, there is no evidence of misconduct by either RO #1 or RO #2. The allegations are unsubstantiated. 



